One of the most striking patterns in nature is the sexual dimorphism in animal sexual ornaments (Andersson, 1994; Darwin, 1871) . Exaggerated ornamental traits are far more common in males than females. Moreover, in at least some, if not most, of the species in which we see some female ornamentation, it is rudimentary and possibly due to intersexual genetic correlations (Poissant, Wilson, & Coltman, 2010; Tobias, Montgomerie, & Lyon, 2012) . Exaggerated traits are largely believed to be favoured in males because females tend to be choosy (as a result of their greater parental investment: Trivers, 1972) and males signal to attract choosy females (Andersson, 1994 ). Yet, this explanation for the prevalence of exaggerated male ornaments does not fully explain the general absence of ornaments in females. We would argue that in many, if not most taxa, some male mate choice still occurs (e.g. Bonduriansky, 2001; Trivers, 1972) , even if it is limited to males selecting females of the right species to signal to and mate with. Additionally, we know that males do make reproductive decisions based on direct indicators of female quality (such as body size), in at least some taxa. For example, males adjust ejaculates based on assessment of female quality (e.g. Gage, 1998; Martin & Hosken, 2002; Simmons, Craig, Llorens, Schinzig, & Hosken, 1993; Wedell & Cook, 1999) and even refuse to mate with low-quality females or when mating opportunities are likely to return few fertilizations (e.g. Alonzo & Warner, 1999; Simmons & Bailey, 1990 ). If we accept the premise that males, while not as choosy as females, still exert some choice of mates, then the question arises: why do females not signal their sexual quality via ornamental secondary sexual traits like males do?
Taking typical sex roles as a given, there are two classical explanations for this lack of female ornamentation. One is that females need to be more camouflaged than males (natural selection is stronger on them for cryptic coloration: Wallace, 1889) and the other is that the fecundity costs borne by a female signalling this way would not be repaid via male mate choice, and hence females with exaggerated sexual traits would have lower fitness (Gwynne, 2001) . That is, the fitness cost of producing the exaggerated trait would be prohibitive and females would do better to spend their limited resources on additional eggs. Our purpose here is to suggest an additional explanation for the lack of ornamentation that also highlights an interesting area of future research.
We suggest that female ornamentation may be disadvantageous if more attractive females disproportionally attract male attention (Fig. 1) . There is abundant evidence that mating and male sexual harassment can be costly to females (e.g. Chapman, Liddle, Kalb, Wolfner, & Partridge, 1995; Crudgington & Siva-Jothy, 2000; Gay, Eady, Vasudev, Hosken, & Tregenza, 2009; Hosken, Martin, Born, & Huber, 2003; Le Boeuf & Mesnick 1991; Parker, 1978; reviewed in Arnqvist & Rowe, 2005) . If this were the case, then more attractive females would have lower fitness because of increased male harassment and the costs associated with that (Fig. 1) . Thus the high-quality (most attractive) females most able to bear the costs of
